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Franklin County Planning Commaission
Agenda
June 8, 2021

[. Call to Order
II. Roll Call

I11. Consent Agenda:
a) Approval of Minutes from May 11, 2021 meeting

1V. Public Hearing:

1.

APPLICATION for REZONING - Application of Thomas H. Clayton, Applicant and
Owner, request to rezone an approximate 87.00-acre parcel from RPD, Residential
Planned Unit Development, to A-1, Agriculture, with possible proffered conditions. The
property is located at 2830 Poteet Road in the Boone District of Franklin County and
further identified by Franklin County Real Estate Records as Tax Map/Parcel
#00170008200. This property has a future land use designation of Agricultural
Forestry/Rural Residential. The purpose of the requested rezoning is to allow for the

construction of a single-family dwelling and agricultural uses on the property (Case #
REZO-03-21-16873).

a) Staff Presentation (Lisa Cooper)
b) Applicant Presentation
¢) Public Comment

APPLICATION for REZONING - Application of Willard Construction of Roanoke
Valley, LLC, Applicant and Owner, request to rezonc an approximate 30-acres of
property currently in five parcels from PCD, Planned Commercial Development, to R-1,
Residential Suburban Subdivision District, with possible proffered conditions. The
property is located along 105 Bridgewater Grande Drive in the Gills Creek District of
Franklin County and further identified Franklin County Real Estate Records as Tax
Map/Parcel #0150005601, 0150005602, 0150005603, 0150005604, and 0150005711.
The purpose of this rezoning is to allow for increased residential development. These
properties have a future land use designation of commercial mixed use in the Westlake-
Hales Ford Village Plan that was adopted as part of the County’s Comprehensive Plan on
November 15, 2016 (Case # REZ0-05-21-16952).

a) Staff Presentation (Timothy Mack)
b} Applicant Presentation
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¢} Public Comment

3. APPLICATION for SPECIAL USE PERMIT - Application of Willard Construction
of Roancke Valley, LLC, Applicant and Owner, requesting two Special Use Permits,
with possible conditions, to allow for a Community Center and Boat Storage area on an
approximate 30-acre property currently in five parcels and zoned PCD, Planned
Commercial Development {proposed R-1, Residential Suburban Subdivision), and
located along 105 Bridgewater Grande Drive in the Gills Creek District of Franklin
County and further identified Franklin County Real Estate Records as Tax Map/Parcel
#0150005601, 0150005602, 0150005603, 0150005604, and 0150005711. These
properties have a future land use designation of commercial mixed use in the Westlake-
Hales Ford Village Plan that was adopted as part of the County’s Comprehensive Plan on
November 15, 2016 (Case # SPEC-05-21-16951/57).

a) Staff Presentation (Timothy Mack)
b) Applicant Presentation
¢) Public Comment

V. Citizen Comment

VI. Old Business:
a) Solar- Draft Ordinance Review/Discussion

VII. New Business:
a) Introduction of Carrie Spencer, new Director of Planning & Community Development

VIIL Adjourn

*** The Planning Commission’s next site visits are tentatively scheduled for July 7, 2021.
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Department of Planning :
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A meeting of the Franklin County Planning Commission was held on May 11, 2021 in the Board of Supervisors
meeting room located in the Franklin County Government Center.

THOSE PRESENT:

Sherrie Mitchell- Snow Creek District
Debbie Crawford- Union Hall District
David Clements- Rocky Mount District
C.W. Doss, Jr.- Blue Ridge District
David Pendleton- Blackwater District
James Colby- Gills Creek District
THOSE ABSENT:

Angie McGhee — Boone District
OTHERS PRESENT:

Steven Sandy- Assistant County Administrator
Lisa Cooper- Principal Planner
Timothy Mack — Senior Planner

Tina H. Franklin- Clerk

The meeting was called to order by Chairwoman Mitchell at 6:00 p.m. The next order of business was the approval of
the minutes from the April 13, 2021 meeting. Chairwoman Mitchell asked of the Planning Commission if there were
any comments or corrections to the minutes as written; there were none. Chairwoman Mitchell announced the minutes
would stand as written.

Chairwoman Mitchell introduced the next item on the agenda and asked for the staff report.

APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL USE PERMIT - Application of Blue Ridge Towers, Inc., Applicants, and Vintage
Blue, LLC, Owners, requesting a Special Use Permit, with possible conditions, to allow for the construction of a 175’
tall communications tower {(monopine) within a leased 60’ x 60 area, on an approximate 11.71 acre parcel currently
zoned PCD, Planned Commercial Development District, and located on Parkcrest Drive in the Gills Creek District
and further identified by Franklin County Real Estate records as Tax Map/Parcel # 0300000103 with a future land
use designation of Commercial Mixed Use. The property is located in the Westlake Hales-Ford Village and the
Westlake Hales-Ford Designated Growth Area. Communications towers are a permitted use by issuvance of a Special
Use Permit by the Board of Supervisors in PCD zoning districts (Case # SPEC-03-21-16867).

Mr. Steven Sandy, Assistant County Administrator and Planning Director presented on behalf of staff giving a
background on the subject property. He indicated there are 1700 addresses to serve the Westlake area with this tower
overlap there would be about 3700 addresses to be served by the proposed tower.

Mr. Sandy stated the tower height has been reduced to a 160’ monopine structure instead of the 175 tower that was
initially proposed. He indicated the applicant proposes to leave more of the existing trees to help shield the view from
neighboring properties. He indicated the applicant and county are waiting on the analysis results from the balloon test
and will forward those to the Planning Commission as soon as received.

Mr. Sandy stated that Blue Ridge Towers is planning to respond to Booker T. Washington National Monument park
with an MOA.

Mr. Sandy stated in 2019, the County hired a consultant, Design Nine, Inc. with a grant funded from the Virginia
Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) to develop a broadband plan. He indicated the plan
used the work performed by the VA Center for Innovative Technology (CIT) as a basis/foundation for the study. He
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stated the consultant worked with the Franklin County Broadband Authority to develop a plan that was approved by
the Authority on August 20, 2019. In December of 2019, the Planning Commission adopted the “Broadband
Assessment and Plan” and incorporate the plan as part of the County’s Comprehensive Plan as an amendment to the
Plan.

He indicated the County also entered into a Public/Private Partnership agreement with Blue Ridge Towers and Briscnet
to develop a new countywide fixed wireless network with Phase 1 of this agreement being funded in part through the
VA Telecommunication Initiative (VATI) and is currently underway. He indicated as part of this agreement, Blue
Ridge Towers, Inc., is proposing a communication tower (monopole) to be located at Westlake, VA/Tax Map and
Parcel Number 0300000103, He stated this proposed communication facility location in Westlake is addressed in the
Broadband Assessment and Plan, which is part of the adopted 2007 Franklin County Comprehensive Plan, therefore,
this application has met 15.2-2232 requirement of the Code of Virginia that states that whenever a jurisdiction adopts
a comprehensive plan, the plan controls the general or approximate location character and extent of each public feature
shown on the plan, He indicated that unless a public feature such as “...., a park or other public area, public building
or public structure, public utility facility or public service corporation facility is shown on the adopted plan...”, it shall
not be constructed, established or authorized, unless and until the general location, character, and extent thereof has
been submitted to and approved by the Planning Commission which shall communicate its findings to the goveming
body. He indicated the location and character of the proposed monopole tower are consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan’s overall goals, objectives, strategies, and policies.

Mr. Sandy stated Blue Ridge Towers, Inc., is proposing to construct a 160-foot monopole “monopine” tower with a
50° x 50° (5,000 square feet) leased area (compound area) for three feet (3') by two feet (2°) cabinet, leased areas for
carriers, and tower. He stated the proposed communication facility and compound area will be constructed behind the
Grand Home Fumishings and Blue Vintage purchased this property in coordination with Blue Ridge Towers to
facilitate the siting and construction of this tower site. He indicated around the compound area will be eight feet (8”)
chain-link compound fence with three (3) lines of four (4) point galvanized barbed wire on top of fence and green
privacy slats with access to the compound area will be from a new road built from the end of Parkcrest Drive.

Mr. Sandy indicated the proposed monopole tower shall have Briscnet’s four (4) CBRS wireless antennas at the and
also allow for two (2) additional cellular providers on the structure and in addition, the compound will contain space
for all the provider’s equipment. He stated the proposed monopole tower will provide new fixed wireless broadband
internet service for residents in the surrounding Westlake and Hardy area. He indicated this proposed monopole tower
is part of Phase 1 of the Broadband initiative of the County to serve residents throughout the county. (See atiached
map in the Broadband Assessment and Plan.) He stated in accordance with the VATI funding and agreement, the
proposed tower in Westlake will be completed with the use of private matching funds and will also be the property of
Blue Ridge Towers.

Mr. Sandy stated the property and proposed tower location are located within one-half (1/2) mile of Booker T.
Washington National Monument property. Blue Ridge Towers has had discussions with the Park over the proposed
tower and has agreed to make it a “monopine” structure to help mitigate any negative impacts that the proposed
structure may have on the Park’s viewshed. In accordance with Federal requirements, the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) is the lead agency for Federal approval of the tower project. As part of the National Programmatic
Agreement, the FCC is required to comply with Federal environmental statutes and regulations with respect to
construction. He indicated this will result in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and
National Park Service (NPS).

Mr. Sandy stated this property was part of a rezoning in 2018 that allowed for the development of the Westlake
apartments along Morewood Road but also identified approximately six (6) acres of this property for the development
of up to twenty-five {25) single-family units that were identified as patic homes.

Mr. Sandy indicated that staff recommends that the Planning Commission delay action and TABLE this request for
special use permit until additional information can be obtained and the federal review process can be completed.



Ms. Sherrie Mitchell asked about the 50 x 50 leased area and she read that a 60 x 60 leased area was proposed.
Mr. Sandy stated they may have revised the size of the leased area for the tower he was not sure.

Mr. Sean Cai, Blue Ridge Towers representative stated this is the Westlake project behind Grand Home Furniture. He
stated they have worked with the county and the park to try to make this location work. He indicated Phase I of the
fixed wireless project involves twelve (12) sites, seven (7) new and five (5) existing. He stated Westlake is one of the
sites needed to connect and provide broadband for Scruggs and Burnt Chimney and Phase 2 and Phase 3. He indicated
they looked at several sites with the water tank being the first site they wanted to collocate on and unfortunately the
water tank is at its capacity and cannot hold any more colocations. He stated the second site was the open property
owned by Willard Construction, but they already have plans for that development and the brewery entertained the idea
but did not have enough fall zone to meet the setback for the tower. He stated Mrs. Martinelli offered her property
behind the Advance Auto, however she only wanted to sell her property. He indicated the property behind Grand
Home Furnishing was the last property found and that is when they negotiated to sell the property to Blue Ridge
Towers. He stated they talked with the park service in the beginning to let them know what was going on because they
realized it would visually impact the Booker T. Washington Monument as early as June 2019. He indicated we took
multiple balloon tests at 195°, 175" and now at 160" and changed from a slick stick to a monopine structure. He stated
they have reduced the height down to 160° for the tower. He showed photos taken at the 175” mark but asked that they
keep in mind that they are actually taking the height down to 160",

Mr. Sandy had Mr. Cai point out the cemetery so that the Planning Commission would realize where they were
standing the day of the site visit and showed where they had discussed a tree buffer.

Mr, Cai stated in closing that they have taken the tower height down from 175" 1o 160” and are currently developing
the mitigation letter process and also propose tree planting to see if they accept our offer.

Mr. James Colby referred to a letter dated March 31, 2021 from the Superintendent of the National Monument
addressed to Mr. Jason Golden and asked if they were familiar with that letter. Mr. Cai stated they were familiar with
that letter. Mr. Colby asked a couple questions about that letter on the second page and read that the current visual
assessment does not provide adequate explanation on why the consultant does not consider this an adverse effect. The
visual effect analysis also fails to address the effects to the underlying scenic resources and effects to views both too
and from various locations within the park viewshed. There are established methods available for identifying both the
nature and visual impacts and are routinely used for large infrastructure projects. He asked how did you address and
what is your response to that?

Mr. Anthony Smith, owner of Blue Ridge Towers, stated that first off, they have to find property that meets all
ordinances for the locality and Westlake is a commercial area with some lots being too small to meet the setback
regulations for the tower. He indicated economics do not work as well as setbacks in the Westlake area. He stated the
four (4) parcels that Sean indicated they looked at were the only four (4) parcels that could possibly work with the
ordinances and setbacks. He indicated before they picked this parcel he personally went to the park and looked all
around to see where he could put a tower that would not visually impact the park. He stated when he was inside of the
Booker T. Washington National Park you could see another tower in the far-off distance, a water tank, and power
lines. He indicated once he settled on a location for the proposed tower, he started thinking about what kind of tower
they could utilize to lessen the impact even further. He stated to your peint sir, Jason with GTA is one of the renowned
tower consultants on the East coast and they got with Jason about eight (8) months ago to start working on this project,
and Jason’s perspective is that the cemetery was not a coniributing factor that made it historical, so greatest point of
impact inside the park is from the cemetery. He stated from the cemetery’s vantage point you can see the tree line,
Grand Home Furniture and a power line, so in our opinion to put a monopine clustered in twelve (12) acres of forest



was a natural fit and the most reasonable mitigation that we could come up with that would lessen the visual impact
because there is no way to make the tower invisible, but Westlake and the County needs the tower.

Mr. Colby read in that same letter under the conclusion section the park would like to know when the accompanying
NEPA document requiring the proposed project would be concluded and available for them to review and asked Mr,
Smith if he a date for that yet? Mr. Smith stated he would say within a week and part of that concluded document was
this final balloon test at 160’ that was conducted on Thursday and once we conduct the balloon test, we have to wait
about a week for the photo simulations which will go into the final report.

Mr. Colby referred to another letter in the record and this is from the Federal Communication Commission and dated
April 26, 2021, addressed to Jason Golden and asked Mr. Smith if he knew that letter. He indicated that letter sets out
several major steps stating if you decide to pursue the use of this site, which they acknowledge will adversely affect
the monument and the historic properties because that is what the monument is all about, the whole monument not
just that site, if you decide to pursue the use of this site these are the major steps that you must take in order to mitigate
the adverse effect in accordance with the relevant historic preservation provisions of federal law and there are five (5).
He stated he was going to go through each one and asked if he could tell him when he does each one where he is in
the process. He indicated it was suggested they have been listed in the order in which they are usually completed so
you may not have answers for me to some of the later ones but would like to address each one right now. He stated
number one (1) is meet with or contact the SHIPPO and tribal historic preservation officer where designated to identify
consulting parties to discuss alternative sites and discuss mitigation options. Mr. Smith stated that had been done. Mr.
Colby proceeded with the next step which is send a copy of your submission including litigation plan and entire record
to the advisory council on historic preservation so it can determine whether it will participate in the negotiation of the
memorandum of agreement and make sure the FCC is copied on this letter and receives through the Sec. 106 system
copies of the materials submitted to the advisory commission of historic preservation. Mr. Smith indicated that was in
process now. Mr. Colby stated it is in process and not been done yet. Mr. Smith stated parts of it has. Mr. Colby stated
the next step following is if the project may adversely impact a national historic landmark, contact the FCC and the
FCC would contact the historic preservation and other appropriate parties on behalf of your company and otherwise
satisfy the requirements of number two (2) above that we have already covered. Mr. Colby asked Mr. Smith where he
was on that. Mr. Smith stated that has been done and indicated they have been working with the FCC for several
months on this project. Mr. Colby read number four (4) stating if after public participation discussions with SHIPPO
and tribal historic preservation officer and consulting parties leads to the development of proposed MOA submit a
draft to the FCC before parties to the MOA sign the document. He asked Mr. Smith if he had a draft MOA negotiated
with the park service. Mr. Smith stated that was the next step. Mr. Colby stated ok, he did not need to do number five
(5). Mr. Colby stated we have a way to go and when you take on a national monument you have a big task and asked
Mr. Smith what his estimate of success. Mr. Smith indicated this would not be his first time working with a national
park service to get a tower approved and every time he has worked with them the tower has been approved which is
definitely a process of give and take with a lot of things to be considered on both sides and he is not in control of the
timeline or how quickly his team responds. Mr. Colby asked if he was optimistic on success in the end with this tower.
Mr. Smith stated he was very oplimistic and believes there are some folks that are protecting the park, that is their job
and he applauds them for that, but he can also point out many monuments around the country where there are stealth
tower infrastructures about the park and monument and is a delicate matter and our approach has been successful at
getting these approved.

Mr. Colby stated our comprehensive plan that we all worked on here was amended a few years ago and contains this
statement and asked Mr. Smith if he was familiar with this statement before you selected this site. He read the statement
visitors to BTWNM bring with them the expectation of an experience that portrays the mid nineteenth century
environment into which Mr, Washington was bormn and spent his early childhood years in slavery. An interval
component of that experience is the visual experience. To deliver the opportunity for such visual experience, it is



imporiant that uses outside the monument but visible from within the historical core be designed with sensitivity to
the monument mission. The viewshed from within the park must be considered to protect the historical integrity of
the site and quality of the visual experience. Mr. Smith stated that language has never been presented to him, but he
can say that every word that you have read is the spirit and the guidelines under which we have been proceeding
undermneath the great leadership of Mr. Sandy who has been protecting the county’s interest better than anyone. He
indicated he did not think you do any better that blending a monopine into a forest to mitigate the visual impact on the
park. He stated it is the county’s prerogative if they would like to move the tower, but Westlake was an area that
needed coverage and we had to work inside of that bubble and inside of that bubble this site was the absolute best
piece of property we could come up with.

Mr. Smith also stated that his company invested $300,000 to purchase the property, so this is not a leased parcel which
makes them a stakeholder in Westlake as well and they have gone through great measures to try and produce a good
product for the county.

Mrs. Debbie Crawford asked when you decide when to use a monopine and the monopole. Mr. Cai stated the monopole
is a tower that looks like a regular power line. Mrs. Crawford asked that is standard right. Mr. Cai stated yes, that is
standard and there are two (2) ways you could do it which are with the monopole or slick stick you mount the antennas
as close as you can to the pole itself but the monopine is designed to look like a fake tree and we realize that it is going
to be a giant tall tree, but it is still year-round a pine tree, and everything is disguised within. Mrs. Crawford asked
when you decide to use that and what criteria do you use to make it a monopine. Mr. Cai stated it is industry standard,
every other place that we do this, this is what they recommend. Mrs. Crawford asked if the other towers that are going
to be placed in the county if approved will they be the monopole type. Mr. Cai stated yes. Mrs. Crawford asked why
the other towers would be monopole and not monopine towers. Mr. Smith stated there are usually zoning restrictions
that could make us use the monopine towers. He indicated the monopine is utilized when you need to come up with
an alternative lower type to mitigate a very sensitive zoning scenario such as this. He stated they had emailed a sample
of each tower to Ms. Snyder and their job is to work with the national park services to make this project work and that
is why we chose the monopine because it will sit in heavily wooded twelve (12) acres so the monopine would blend
in with the trees better than a slick stick or monopole. Mrs. Crawford asked if she missed it in their packet and asked
if there was a picture of a true installation of a monopine. She asked if they paint the pole green. Mr. Smith stated yes
that is an option. Mr. Cai showed the commissioners a sample of the monopine design,

With ne more questions, Chairwoman Mitchell opened the public hearing and asked if there was anyone present that
would like to spealk; there was.

Ms. Robin Snyder, superintendent of the Booker T. Washington National Monument park acknowledged the counties
efforts to bring broadband to the county for residents who do not have intemet capability. She stated The National
Park Service understands the need for this connectivity for both providers professional and personal use and the park
wanis to be a good neighbor to the Westlake community and partner to Franklin County. She stated however that they
also feel that communities should be strategic in the placement of these structures and that a thorough public discussion
and review process should be conducted prior to the placement of these large structures within our communities. She
indicated she was here today to share the consistent messages of concern and repeated requests for Blue Ridge Towers
to follow the legal process for the National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA and the National Historic Preservation
Act Section 106 consultation. She indicated they initially received notification of the proposed tower at the Grand
Piano location from EBI Consulting and provided our response of interest in this on June 26, 2019. She stated this
project was located 1. miles from the park boundary and .4 miles from the park’s visitor center and the cemetery that
we talked about this evening. She indicated they have consistently stated their concerns in additional forms of
correspondences about the tower location to Blue Ridge Towers but could not provide formal comments due to 106
consultation process because we had not been invited to be a consulting party at that time. She stated they received
notification from Blue Ridge Towers that they were invited to be a consulting party on March 2" and they provided



formal comment on March 30" She indicated that in that comment they stated that the national park service
determined that proposed tower would result in an adverse effect on Booker T. Washington National Monument. She
stated they copied Blue Ridge Towers, Geotechnology Associates, Frankiin County Representatives, Dr. Barbara
Board, President of The Friends of Booker T. Washington National Monument, some board members that are present
this evening and the State Historic Preservation Office and Federal Communications Commission of these findings.
She indicated the State Historic Preservation Office stated they agreed with this finding of an adverse effect from the
proposed tower on the national monument. She stated to date, she has received no communication or responses from
Blue Ridge Towers following our letter of adverse effect even after [ was informed that we would receive a response,
She indicated they are still waiting on a report of other areas considered and why they were not feasible. She stated
they are drawing neurological conclusion that perhaps other areas were seriously considered as Blue Ridge Towers
determined this was the best location and purchase the property in advance of any consultation process. She indicated
she has had repeated phone calls with the president and owner of Blue Ridge Towers, Mr. Anthony Smith, it was
always about how he would make this site work. She stated he has tried to shortcut the process asking us to provide a
letter of no adverse effect in advance of the consultation process and even the proposed tree screening plan was
something put together without input from the park. She indicated per the legal process, the consulting parties should
meet and discuss how to resolve an adverse effect and following the resolution process that is sequential, avoidance,
minimization and then mitigation. She indicated they have options they can discuss but have never really had that
conversation about alternative sites and mitigation options and the results of these discussions should be submitted by
Blue Ridge Towers and their consuitants to the advisory council on the Historic Preservation to determine if we need
a memorandum of agreement.

Ms. Sheridan Brown, a member of Friends of Booker T. Washington National Monument, stated she performs
reenactments in period attire setting the scene for the park. She stated she speaks in opposition to anything that would
take away from this national treasure. She indicated that when she is taking pecople around the park and they turn
around it is not a monopole or a monopine tower that she wants to distract them from the scene that has been set from
1856 to 1865. She stated she encourages you 1o continue to discuss options available for bringing broadband to
Franklin County.

Ms. Qdette Board stated she would pass in light of everything that has been covered and answered quite well.

Mr. Scott Sayre, a member of Friends of Booker T. Washington National Monument, stated it was said earlier that the
owner has paid $300,000 for that piece of land so obviously they have a big stake with putting the tower on this site
only and just because they made an investment does not mean it would pay off in the way they thought.

Ms. Barbara Board, President of Friends at Booker T. stated they need an opportunity to review the revised
information.

Mr. Anthony Smith stated in closing they have followed the guidelines and went above and beyond. He indicated he
shared information to help make this site work. He stated they purchased the property for a housing development as
well, not just for the tower site and we did not short cut the process in any way.

Chairwoman Mitchell then closed the public hearing and the members had discussion among themselves.

Mr. Colby indicated the county has this national monument because it is part of America’s story not just about Booker
T. Washington himself and that is why we have national monuments.

Mrs. Crawford indicated they need to go back and review the way they are processing the broadband towers due to
all sites having issues.

Mr. Colby made a motion stating he finds the required processes are incomplete and that relevant information to be
developed through those processes are missing. Therefore, I move to delay action until the required processes are
complete and the additional data and information required for an informed decision are available.



REQUEST

In order for me to be fully informed, 1 am requesting the complete record of the site selection process in this case.
That should include at a minimum the following elements:
Criteria that were used

Who were involved in the process?

What sites were considered?

What was the ranking of the sites by the criteria?

How was this site selected from the alternatives considered?
Any other factors that the applicant or staff deem relevant.

Ol

Mrs. Crawford seconded the motion. The motion to Delay Action was approved. Voting on the motion was as follows:

AYES: Doss, Colby, Clements, Pendleton, Crawford, Mitchell
NAYES: None

ABSENT: McGhee

ABSTAIN: None

Chairwoman Mitchell announced the next item on the agenda and asked for the staff report.

APPLICATION for SPECIAL USE PERMIT - Application of Michael A. Turner, Applicant, and T & J Property
Associates, Owners, requesting a Special Use Permit, with possible conditions, to allow for a self-service storage
facility and outdoor displays on business property, on five (5) parcels totaling approximately 3.27 acres, currently
zoned B-2, General Business District, and located at 12126, 12094, 12098, 12108, 12110 Old Franklin Turnpike in
the Union Hall District of Franklin County and further identified by Franklin County Real Estate Records as Tax
Map/Parcel #s 0660102700, 0660102800, 0660102900, 0660103000, and 0660103100. This property is located in the
Union Hall Village. Self-storage facilities and outdoor displays on business property are a permitted use by issuance
of a Special Use Permit by the Board of Supervisors in B-2, General Business zoning districts.

Mrs. Lisa Cooper, Principle Planner, presented on behalf of county staff giving a background of the request and
property. She stated The Planning and Community Development Department recently received a complaint
concerning the U-hauls parked in front of the business property in the parking lot at Old Franklin Tumpike and
questioning if the owner received a special use permit for the self-storage facilities. Staff found no special use permits
on file for outdoor displays on business property or for self-storage facilities. Once the owners were informed of the

issues, the owners filed for the special use permit for the outdoor displays on business property and self-storage
facilities.

Mrs. Cooper indicated that according to the application materials, the use of the property at Union Hall Plaza shall
consist of retail space, office space, RV/boal storage, self-service storage facilities, and rental of U-Haul trucks and
trailers. She stated the retail space, office space, rental of the U-Haul trucks and trailers are a permitted use in the B-
2 district. She indicated the display of the U-Haul trucks and trailer are considered outdoor displays on business
property and the self-storage facilities, which would include the RV/boat storage, are both allowed by special use
permit approved by the Board of Supervisors in the B-2 district,

Mrs. Cooper stated the property consists of five (5) parcels totaling approximately 3.26 acres and the property will
have 22 climate controlled self-storage facilities, 49 enclosed self-storage facilitics, which includes RV and/or boat
storage. She indicated there is office space and retail space for the consignment shop and a future business allowed
in the B-2 district. She stated the U-Haul trucks and trailers will be stored at both ends of the parking lot out of the
flow of traffic and the property has two (2) existing entrances off Route 40 (Old Franklin Turnpike). She indicated
that the property is located in the Village of Union Hall.



Mrs. Cooper stated the application was advertised, site posted, and notification sent to all adjacent property owners,
and as of the date of this report, staff has received no inquiries concerning this special use permit.

Mrs. Debbie Crawford asked about condition number 1 and if the concept plan could just be revised.

Mrs. Cooper indicated yes that could be done.

Mr. Michael Turner, owner and applicant spoke explaining the request.

Mrs. Crawford asked if he would eventually want to change the entirety of the property into storage?

Mr. Turner stated yes, that would be great.

Mrs. Crawford asked about the conditions where they include the entire property.

Ms. Cooper stated she liked the idea of revising the concept plan to warehouse/storage, office/storage, etc.

Mr. Steve Sandy asked if they wanted to modify or strike the first condition and state self-storage is allowed.
Mr. Chris Dadak, County Attorney, talked about updating the concept plan or removing a condition.

With no more questions, Chairwoman Mitchell opened the public hearing and asked if there was anyone present that
would like to speak; there was.

Mr. Charles Goad, pastor of the church neighboring the subject property stated the only issue he has with the request
is al the back of the property on the left side there is a concrete drainage area and a new cemetery, and he does not
want water draining into the cemetery. He indicated the cemetery is new and there is only one (1) grave there at this
time.

Mr. Turner stated since 1986 the flow has not been moved from that location which is from the parking lot. He
indicated he would be glad to work with Mr. Goad to fix the issue and control the water drainage flow.

Chairwoman Mitchell closed the public hearing and the members had discussion among themselves.

Mrs. Crawford made a motion 10 APPROVE, stating that she found that the proposed special use permit for outdoor
display on business property and self-storage facilities will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent property, that
the character of the zoning district will not be changed thereby, and that such use will be in harmony with the purpose
and intent of the County Code with the uses permitted by right in the zoning district, and with the public health, safety
and general welfare to community and is consistent with the purpose and intent of the County’s comprehensive plan.
She therefore recommends approval of this special use permit request in accordance with Sec. 25-638 of the Zoning
Ordinance, with four (4) conditions as recommended in the staff memorandum but amending the concept plan for the

entire site to be self-storage and subject to the concept plan being revised for the meeting for the Board of Supervisors
on June 15th.

i. Submit an amended concept plan showing the entire site 1o be self-storage for the meeting on June 15, 2021
for the Board of Supervisors.

2. U-Haul trucks and trailers shall be parked only in areas shown on the concept plan “entitled “Union Hall
Plaza’ dated April 4, 2021.

3. If lighting is installed at this location, a lighting plan will be required to be submitted to the Department of
Planning and Community Development.

4. Virginia Department of Health is requiring the verification of the drain field for the retail customer’s needs.

Mr. Colby seconded the motion. The motion to approve was approved. Voting on the motion was as follows:



AYES: Doss, Colby, Clements, Pendleton, Crawford, Mitchell

NAYES: None
ABSENT: McGhee
ABSTAIN: None

Chairwoman Mitchell announced the next item on the agenda and asked for the staff report.

APPLICATION for SPECIAL USE PERMIT - Application of Eric Cone, Applicant and Owner, requesting a
Special Use Permit, with possible conditions, to allow for the short-term tourist rental of a dwelling on an approximate
0.52-acre parcel currently zoned A-1, Agricultural, and located at 647 Forest Shores Road in the Gills Creek District
of Franklin County and further identified by Frankiin County Real Estate Records as Tax Map/Parcel # 0330301300.
This property has a future land use designation of Low Density Residential. The short-term tourist rental of a dwelling
is a permitted use by issuance of a Special Use Permit by the Board of Supervisors in A-1, Agricultural zoning districts
{Case # SPEC-04-21-16900).

Mr. Timothy Mack, Senior Planner, presented the request on behalf of county staff providing a background of the
request and property. He stated the applicant is requesting a Special Use Permit to allow for the short-term tourist
rental of a dwelling on a property that is approximately 0.52 acres and located at 647 Forest Shores Road in the Gills
Creek District and there is a primary dwelling located on the parcel where the short-term rentals would take place.

Mr. Mack indicated the dwelling is a two-story, single-family residence built in 2005, and has finished square footage
of 2,184. It is comprised of three (3) bedrooms, three (3} full baths, and a full kitchen. He stated the applicant does
not currently reside in the primary dwelling on the property.

Mr. Mack stated that nearby parcels are a mix of other single-family residences, heavily wooded and/or vacant lots
with the closest home to the proposed short-term rental dwelling is approximately 180 away.

The application was advertised, site posted, and notifications sent to all adjacent property owners. As of the date of
this report, staff has received no inquiries about the property. Additional comments and concerns may be raised

because of the public hearings.

Mr. Mack read the conditions.

Mr. Colby indicated they earlier approved another short-term rental close by to this property and asked Mr. Timothy
Mack to point out on the map where 60 Cameron Circle was in proximity to this address.

Mrs. Cooper indicated that this property has more wooded area around it.
Mrs. Miichell talked about the water being shallow there.

Mr. Eric Cone, owner, addresses the channel stating it is very shallow between their property and Inlet Drive and is
about 5’ to 6" deep.

With no more questions, Chairwoman Mitchell opened the public hearing and asked if there was anyone present that
would like to speak; there was not. She then closed the public hearing and the members had discussion among
themselves.

Mr. C. W, Doss stated he thought the property was very secluded and did have a lot of wooded coverage.
Mr. Colby made a motion to APPROVE, stating that he found that such use will not be of substantial detriment to

adjacent property, that the character of the zoning district will not be changed thereby, and that such use will be in
harmony with the purpose and intent of the County Code with the uses permitted by right in the zoning district, and
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with the public health, safety and general welfare to the community. Therefore, he moved to recommend approval of
the applicant’s request for a Special Use Permit to allow for the short-term tourist rental of a dwelling in accordance
with Sec. 25-179 of the Zoning Ordinance, with the five (5) conditions as recommended in the staff report.

1. This special use permit authorizing the short-term rental dwelling on Tax Parcel # 0330301300 shall only
apply to the existing dwelling on the property. No additional dwellings on the property shall be used for
shori-term rental unless this special use permit is revised by the Board of Supervisors after review and
recommendation of the Planning Commission.

2. The owner shall always comply with the supplementary regulations for short-term rentals found in Sec. 5.5-
72 and Sec. 25-138 of the Franklin County Code. The owner shall provide proof of liability insurance
covering injury to a guest on the property of no less than $1,000,000.

3. The owner shall register the short-term rental use and shall have the proposed short-term rental inspected for
compliance with County Code, No short-term rental of the property shall be authorized until these inspections
take place, and the property is found to be compliant with the applicable county codes.

4. Prior to using the property as a short-term rental use, the property owner shall provide documentation from
the Virginia Department of Health that the septic system is approved for the dwelling.

5. The owner retains 10-15 feet of trees along property lines for buffer as adjacent lots develop.

Mr. Doss seconded the motion. The motion to approve was approved. Voting on the motion was as follows:

AYES: Doss, Colby, Clements, Pendleton, Crawford, Mitchell
NAYES: None

ABSENT: McGhee

ABSTAIN: None

Chairwoman Mitchell announced the next item on the agenda and asked for the staff report.

APPLICATION for REZONE — Application of Thomas H. Clayton, Applicant and Owner, requesting an
amendment to an existing concept plan, on an approximate 87.00-acre parcel currently zoned RPD, Residential
Planned Unit Development District and located at 2830 Poteet Road in the Boone District of Franklin County and
further identified by Franklin County Real Estate Records as Tax Map/Parcel # 0170008200. This property has a
future land use designation of Agricultural Forestry/Rural Residential. The purpose of the requested amendment is to

allow for the construction of a single-family dwelling and agricultural uses on the property (Case # REZ0O-03-21-
16873).

Mirs, Lisa Cooper presented the request on behalf of staff giving a background of the property. She indicated that in
2008, Action Installers, Inc. rezoned the property from A-1, Agricultural District to RPD, Residential Planned
Development to development the property into a planned subdivision and community, with forty-six (46) single-
family dwellings and thirty (30) townhomes on 87 acres. She stated the open space was 1o be developed with a picnic
shelter, gazebos, pond area, and walking trails and the project was known as Poteet Meadows.

Mrs. Cooper stated in December of 2020, the ownership of the property changed from Action Installers, Inc to Thomas
Clayton and he would like to construct a single-family dwelling on the 87 acres and continue the farm operations on
the property, which includes leasing the property to Mike Altice to raise com, soybean, wheat, and barley. She
indicated Mr. Clayton is raising beef cattle and the property has hayfields. She stated the property has 4 (four) existing
buildings; 2 (two) 20" x 40°, hay shed 20" x 40°, and pole barn 24’ x 48." She indicated that the agricultural operations
(farming) are considered a non-conforming use because the farming was established prior to the rezoning of the
property in 2008 from A-1 to RPD. Mr. Clayton will be able to farm under the RPD district if the farming operations
do not cease for a period of 2 (two) years.



The application was advertised, site posted, and notifications sent to all adjacent property owners. As of the date of
this report, staff has not been contacted regarding the nature of the request. Additional comments and concerns may
be raised because of the public hearings.

Mrs. Cooper stated that she told Mr, Clayton that he would not need to come to this public hearing because the county
needed to readvertise as a rezone from RPD to Al,

Chairwoman Mitchell closed the public hearing and the members had discussion among themselves.

Mrs. Crawford made a motion to Delay Action until the petition can be readvertised from RPD to Al, coming back
to the Planning Commission at the June meeting and fast tracked to the June Board of Supervisors meeting.

Mr. Doss seconded the motion. The motion to delay action was approved. Voting on the motion was as follows:

AYES: Doss, Colby, Clements, Pendleton, Crawford, Mitchell
NAYES: None

ABSENT: McGhee

ABSTAIN: None

Chairwoman Mitchell announced the next item on the agenda and asked for the staft report.

APPLICATION for SPECIAL USE PERMIT — Application of James M. Crean, Applicant and Owner, requesting
a Special Use Permit, with possible conditions, to allow for the short-term tourist rental of a dwelling on an
approximate .75-acre parcel currently zoned A-1, Agricultural, and located at 60 Easywood Court in the Gills Creek
District of Franklin County and further identified by Franklin County Real Estate Records as Tax Map/Parcel #
0130503400. This property has a future land use designation of Low Density Residential. The short-term tourist rental
of a dwelling is a permitted use by issuance of a Special Use Permit by the Board of Supervisors in A-1, Agricultural
zoning districts {Case # SPEC-03-21-16885).

Mr. Timothy Mack, Senior Planner, presented the request on behalf of staff providing background on the request and
property. He stated the applicants are requesting a Special Use Permit to allow for the short-term tourist rental of a
dwelling on a property that is approximately 0.69 acres and located at 60 Easywood Court in the Gills Creek District.
He indicated there is a primary dwelling located on the parcel where the short-term rentals would take place.

Mr. Mack stated the dwelling is a two-story single-family residence, built in 2006, and has a finished square footage
of approximately 3,578. It comprises of four (4) bedrooms, three (3) full baths, and one (1) half-bath, along with a
two-car garage. He stated the applicant does not currently reside in the primary dwelling on the property.

Mr. Mack indicated nearby parcels comprise of several single-family lots and wooded areas with the closest home to
the proposed short-term rental dwelling being approximately 50 feet away.

Mr. Mack stated the application was advertised, site posted, and notifications sent to all adjacent property owners and
as of the date of this report, staff has been contacted about the property concerning protective covenants and additional

comments and concerns may be raised because of the public hearings.

Mr. James Colby talked about the 3™ bullet within the analysis and stated that the comprehensive plan is silent on
short term rentals and that the comprehensive plan supports tourism in the areas which include lodging.

Mr. C. W. Doss stated he went to the site and indicated he did not believe there was a distance between the dwellings
of fifty feet (50°) and the property has no screening at all.

Mr. James Crean, owner of the property, talked about how his plan came about to do short term rentals after their
realtor asked if they would be interested in rentals. He stated they have five (5) kids in college. He indicated he made
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a big mistake not talking to the neighbors and received a phone call from another neighbor who was on the board. He
implied that the home is a $1,000,000 home and would not do any rentals of less than one (1) week. He stated they
would do a background check on the renters before allowing them to rent the home and would also install outdoor
cameras. He indicated that he would be hiring a management company to look after the rental property full time and
have regulations they would have to follow.

Mr. Crean stated the views are protected and he is not able to see the neighbors’ home from his back porch just the
garage.

With no more questions, Chairwoman Mitchell opened the public hearing and asked if there was anyone present that
would like to speak; there was.

Mr. Scott Sayre spoke in opposition of the request stating he owns property in Idlewood Shores less then 100 yards
away. He indicated he is opposed 10 rentals in the neighborhood and the county. He stated he has lived there 26 years
and the rental would greatly impact the area. He talked about the possible issues of inexperienced boaters, wake
damage from boats, noise, nuisance with folks partying and drinking alcohol. He stated that approving this short-term
rental would encourage other part time owners to think about short term rentals as well.

Mr. George Trettner spoke in opposition of the request stating he has been a resident for 23 years at 59 Easywood
Court and indicated that safety and security would be an issue. He stated he did not know about the proposal until a
sign for the public hearing appeared on the property.

Mr. Bernhard Wetter spoke in opposition of the request. He indicated there were 89 lots and one (1) community lot.

Mr. David Metzger spoke in opposition of the request stating he would never let their home be rented. He indicated
that Mr. Crean never approached the Board regarding the request for short term rentals. He stated when he heard about
the proposal, he asked Mr. Crean to withdraw the petition. He proceeded to ask the Planning Commission to consider
tabling the request for 6 months to allow them 1o work with Mr. Crean.

Mr. Charles Gusler spoke in opposition to the request stating there are 20-year residents there with 13 homes and 10
are retired residents. He indicated that this was their quality of life and they want a quiet neighborhood.

Mr. Nick Burakow spoke in opposition to the request stating they have been residents for 8 years in Idlewood Shores,
He indicated that short-term rentals are not as well maintained and create a much higher volume of traffic on the roads
as well as the water. He stated that he felt like the septic use would be a big issue with the average house size being
four (4) to six (6) people.

Mr. George Miller, President of the homeowner’s association, stated the board is not in support of short-term rentals
and that their CCR’s replicale R1 zoning not Al zoning. He indicated there are only 63 lots. He submitted
emails/petitions to clerk.

Mr. David Davis spoke in opposition of the request and stated the subdivision was zoned A1 for some reason but
would like to have the area zoned to R1. He indicated he has not had the time to do the research on how to rezone the
area and is still waiting on some return phone calls. He stated he believes Idlewood Shores is improperly zoned and
that Shoreside is also zoned Al. He indicated that R1 is all around the area with some RC1 and also asks for six (6)
months to prepare to see what can be done. He stated they would have a problem trying to rezone the area to Rl
because Mr. Crean would not be inclined to support R1.

Mr. Trevor Balt stated he would pass his tum speaking because his questions were already answered.

Chairwoman Mitchell then closed the public hearing and the members had discussion among themselves.

Mrs. Debbie Crawford agrees that maybe the subdivision was incorrectly zoned.
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Mrs. Lisa Cooper indicated that the ordinance does allow subdivisions in Al zoning.

Mrs. Crawford asked why the developer decided to leave it Al and stated she did not like taking away property rights.
She indicated that you couid only have two (2) people per bedroom — only eight (8) people allowed at a time. She
asked how complaints were handled from Host Compliance regarding problems. She stated she has lived on the lake
for 42 years and is retired and realizes her community is changing and we should always accept change.

Mr. C. W. Doss stated he thought the proposed rental was too close to the other home and indicated they probably
have no room to do any plantings and would not want strangers in the neighborhood,

Mr. James Colby indicated it was a profound zoning mistake. He read the purpose of the Al and R1 zoning
classifications and stated the county needs to fix their zoning ordinance. He indicated that short-term rentals is a
commercial use to him.

Mr. Colby made a motion to DENY the requested special use permit stating he found that such use will be of
substantial detriment to adjacent property, that the character of the zoning district will be changed thereby, and that
such use will not be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the County Code with the uses permitted by right in
the zoning district, and with the public health, safety, and general weifare 10 the community. Therefore, he moves to
recommend denying the request for the Special Use Permit.

Mr. Doss seconded the motion. The motion to approve was approved. Voting on the motion was as follows:

AYES: Doss, Colby, Clements, Pendleton, Mitchell
NAYES: Crawford

ABSENT: McGhee

ABSTAIN: None

QLD BUSINESS:

Discussion of the Solar Ordinance.

Mr. Timothy Mack presented the solar draft ordinance to the Planning Commission stating that they have expanded
the definitions listed in the ordinance. The Planning Commission and staff discussed the considerations for approving
a special use permit adding the proximity to a Designated Growth Area and the proximity to national protected parks.
They also discussed the timeline of when Solar Utility Facility should be “decommissioned” which would be after
ceasing to generate power for 12 consecutive months and also discussed adding Solar Utility Facility as an allowed
use via special use permit in the REP District.

The Commission asked that staff make the suggested changes to the draft ordinance and bring a revised draft back for
consideration at the June 8" meeting,

With no other business, the meeting was adjouned at 10:30.

Tina H. Franklin, Clerk May 11, 2021
Franklin County Planning Commission Date
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'STAFF REPORT

Casc # REZ0-04-21-16873 Franklin 'County

To: Franklin County Planning Commission
From: Lisa Cooper, Prineipal Planner

Date: May 27, 2021

Tax #: 0170008200

District: Boone District

Applicant:  Thomas H. Clayton
Owner: Thomas H. Clayton

REQUEST:

APPLICATION for REZONING - Application of Thomas H. Clayton, Applicant and Owner,
requesting to rezone an approximate 87.00-acre parcel from RPD, Residential Planned Unit
Development District to A-1, Agriculture, with possible proffered conditions. The property is
located at 2830 Poteet Road in the Boone District of Franklin County and further identified by
Franklin County Real Estate Records as Tax Map/Parcel # 0170008200. This property has a future
land use designation of Agricultural Forestry/Rural Residential. The purpose of the requested
rezoning is to allow for the construction of a single-family dwelling and agricultural uses on the
property (Case # REZO-03-21-16873)}.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the request
10 rezone from RPD, Residential Planned Unit Development District to A-1, Agricultural District
to allow the construction of a single-family dwelling and agricultural use with the following
proffered conditions:

I The property shall be developed in substantial conformance with the concept plan
prepared by Thomas Clayton, owner dated March 8, 2021.
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BACKGROUND

In 2008, Action Installers, Inc. rezoned the property from A-1, Agricultural District to
RPD, Residential Planned Development to development the property into a planned
subdivision and community, with forty-six (46) single-family dwellings and thirty (30)
townhomes on 87 acres. The open space was to be developed with a picnic shelter,
gazebos, pond area, and walking trails. The project was known as Poteet Meadows.

In December of 2020, the ownership of the property changed from Action Installers, Inc.
to Thomas Clayton. He would like to construct a single-family dwelling on the 87 acres
and continue the farm operations on the property, which includes leasing the property to
Mike Altice to raise corn, soybean, wheat, and barley. Mr. Clayton is raising beef cattle
and the property has hayfields. The property has 4 (four} existing buildings; 2 (two) 20° x
40, hay shed 20’ x 40°, and pole barn 24’ x 48’. The agricultural operations (farming)
are considered a legal non-conforming use because the farming was established prior to
the rezoning of the property in 2008 from A-1 to RPD. Rezoning the property from RPD
to A-1 allows the farming operations to be in compliance with the zoning ordinance and a
single-family dwelling is a permitted use in the A-1 district. There is an existing pond on
the property.

The application was advertised, site posted, and notifications sent to all adjacent property
owners. As of the date of this report, staff has not been contacted regarding the nature of
the request. Additional comments and concermns may be raised as a result of the public
hearings.

SITE STATISTICS:
Location: 2830 Poteet Road
Size: +/- 87.04-acres
Existing Land Use: Residential
Adjoining Zoning: A-1, Agricultural
RC-1, Residential Combined Subdivision District
Adjoining Land Uses: Agricultural, Residential, and Vacant lots
Adj. Future Land Uses: Agricultural Forestry/Rural Residential

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The property is located within the area designated as Agricultural Forestry/Rural
Residential by the Franklin County Comprehensive Plan adopted by the Board of
Supervisors in May of 2007. The property is zoned Residential Planned Unit
Development (RPD) with proffers and the owner is not developing the property in
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substantial compliance to the concept plan submitted with the rezoning in 2008. The
property is mostly used for farming operations and the owner has decided to construct a
single-family dwelling on the property, offering a new concept plan. The Agricultural,
Forestry/Rural Residential future land use designations would support the change for a
large mixed-use subdivision to a single-family dwelling with agricultural operations on
the property. A single-family dwelling and farming activities would be consistent with
the comprehensive plan designation and would be in keeping with the character of the
surrounding area.

RURAL RESIDENTIAL:

Rural Residential — The rural areas of Franklin County outside of the built-up settlements
will be a mix of agricultural and forestal uses interspersed with residential uses. Rural
residential lots will support farm homes and individual single-family dwellings. Water
and sewer typically will be provided by on-site well and septic systems. In general,
development should be on side roads in order to preserve the open character and safety of
County roads by reducing the number of public access points. Developers or residents in
these arcas should not expect public facilities or utilities to be constructed for their
benefit. Manufactured housing constitutes large part of available affordable housing
stock. Manufactured housing parks should be well designed, with interior service roads
and coordinated access points onto state roads.

Policies for Rural Residential

1. Encourage private roads in rural residential development to meet state standards.

2. Proposed subdivisions should be served by internal streets that connect to existing rural
roads to avoid strip development and to minimize individual driveway access along
existing collector highways.

3. All building lots fronting on state-maintained roads in rural areas should be laid out to
minimize the stacking of access points.

4. Roads that are not built to state standards and that are not eligible for inclusion in the
state highway system should have mandatory provisions for the establishment of
associations that provide for maintenance by lot owners.

5. Cluster development in new subdivisions should be encouraged to preserve land area
to be devoted to open space, active recreation, preservation of environmentally sensitive
areas, or agriculture.

6. Streets within subdivisions shall be designed to provide interconnections to adjacent
vacant land for future subdivision access and circulation.
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7. Building setbacks on primary and secondary roadways should be increased and natural
vegetation along the roadways should be retained/established as a means of preserving
the rural roadscape.

8. Existing subdivision and zoning ordinances shall be reviewed and the current policy
for by right subdivisions in A1 zones which allows 35,000 square foot lots needs to be
reconsidered.

FARMLAND

Farmland constitutes the rural nature of the County. The agricultural industry in Franklin
County is experiencing a transitional period. Dairy farms are consolidating, and the
tobacco industry is in decline. However, a segment of the community remains dedicated
to the agricultural way of life and it is desirable to protect a certain amount of agricultural
land.

At present, low density residential development occurs by right in agriculturally
zoned areas. These developments have inadequate buffers, agricultural and forestal
operations are potentially incompatible with new residential land use.

Policies for Farmland

1. Design residential development to add open space between residential and
agricultural uses so that each is adequately buffered from the other.
2. Farmland Preservation: Provide incentives to discourage the conversion of active

agricultural land to other uses through continued use value assessment and
taxation. Investigate the use of State of Virginia purchase of development rights,
transfer development rights, and other measures for farmland preservation.

3. Agribusiness: Support and encourage both temporary and ongoing agribusiness
activities on farms that contribute to their continuing economic operation. Ensure
flexible siting standards to permit the location and continuation of agribusiness
that support or are a part of the agricultural and forestal economy.

4. Conservation of Farmland: Where development occurs in identified agricultural
conservation areas, use flexibility in regulations to permit new development to
locate on sites that minimize interference with agricultural operations.

5. Soil and Water Conservation: Encourage agricultural policies to protect and
preserve soil and water quality.
6. Watershed Conservation: Encourage the combination of agricultural-oriented

technical and financial assistance programs with watershed management
programs to identify and prioritize problems areas and to improve conservation

measures.

7. Nutrient Management Plans: Promote Best Management Practice (BMP) for
agriculture to minimize nutrient run-off in Franklin County.

8. The burden of providing buffers between the uses should be on the new

residential development. Such buffers protect agricultural operations from
nuisance complaints.
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FORESTLAND

Forestlands in the County are fundamental and vital part of the County’s character
and are a productive use of large tracts of rugged terrain. Forestland provides numerous
recreational activities and plays an important role in tourism. Not only are forestlands
important for economic perspective, but a wildlife habitat. Forestry should remain an
important land use for the future, and County policies should seek to protect and preserve
forest interests.

Policies for Forestland

1. Forestry Preservation: Investigate land use policies that will ensure contiguous
tracts of forestland are preserved to ensure forest for economic, tourism,
recreation activities, and wildlife habitation.

2. Forestry activities should be conducted in accordance with Forestry Best
Management Practices (BMP) to prevent adverse impacts such as erosion and
siltation on watersheds.

3. Forestal Operations: Ensure flexible but effective siting standards for forest
operations, including but not limited to sawmills, lumber concentration yards, and
trucking operations.

COUNTY CODE:

Section 25-730. — Statement of purpose and intent

The Board of Supervisors finds that a portion of the police power of the Commonwealth
of Virginia has been delegated to each county to be excrcised reasonably in determining
the manner of its development. The Virginia Legislature has left much discretion to the
County in making such determinations, relying on the local governing body’s knowledge
of local conditions and the needs of its individual communities. Public necessity, health,
safety, convenience, general welfare, good zoning practice, and the aesthetic values and
priorities of the local citizenry provide guiding factors for the Board of Supervisors in its
quest to exercise its legislative mandate in formulating a reasonable policy of county
planning for the general good and welfare.

Section 25-733. Proffers of conditions

Prior to any public hearing before the board of supervisors, any applicant for rezoning
may voluntarily proffer, in writing, reasonable conditions to be applied to such rezoning
as part thereof. Such conditions shall comply with the provision of section 15.2-2297 of
the code of Virginia; provided, that the proffering thereof by the applicant shall be
deemed prima facie evidence of such compliance.

Sec. 25-745. - Matters to be considered in reviewing proposed amendments.

Proposed amendments shall be reviewed in regard to sections 25-2, "Purpose and Intent,"
25-3, "Relationship to Environment," and 25-4, "Relationship to Comprehensive Plan,"
of this chapter.
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Sec. 25-161. - Continuation.

(a)Any use, activity, lot or structure lawfully in existence on the effective date of this
chapter which does not conform to the provisions of this chapter relating to the district in
which the same is situated may be continued in accordance with the provisions of this
section.

(b)AIl nonconforming uses legally existing at the time of the enactment of this section
and division shall be allowed to transfer ownership or leasehold interest.

(c)Any such use, activity or structure which is discontinued for more than two (2) years
shall be deemed abandoned and shall thereafter conform to the provisions of this chapter
relating to the district in which the same is situated.

(d)Whenever any such use, activity or structure is changed to a conforming or a more
restricted nonconforming use, activity or structure, the original use shall be deemed
abandoned.

ANALYSIS:

In accordance with Section 25-730 of the Zoning Ordinance, the proposed zoning map
amendment is being evaluated to determine if rezoning will be a substantial detriment to
adjacent properties, whether the character of the zoning district will be changed thereby,
and that such rezoning will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the County
Code, the Comprehensive Plan, and with the public health, safety, and general purpose
and intent of the A-1 district.

The application to rezone the concept plan, to construct one single family dwelling with
the continuation of farming on the remaining property will not be a substantial detriment
to adjacent properties or change the character of the zoning district. The application
meets the intent of the County Code and the Comprehensive Plan.

TRANSPORTATION:

Due to the nature of the application for a zoning amendment, VDOT offers no
comments.

WATER AND SEWER:

The Virginia Department of Health has reviewed this request and had no
comment on the crop farming operation but advised to apply for well and septic
permits through AOSE as needed (See email from Brent Williams, VDH).

Western Virginia Water Authority has no comments.

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL AND STORM WATER
MANAGEMENT

The proposed use of the property will not require review and approval under the
erosion and sediment control and storm water management regulations. However,
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any disturbance over 10,000 square feet of soil may require erosion and sediment
control plans and/or permitting.

PUBLIC SAFETY

Franklin County Public Safety, Fire Marshal, and Building Official have reviewed
this request and have no comments or concerns. The existing pond could serve as
a possible location for a dry hydrant.

OTHER

Staff received no other comments from agencies concerning this request.

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the
request to rezone from RPD, Residential Planned Unit Development District to A-1, Agricultural
District to allow the construction of a single-family dwelling and agricultural use with the
following proffered conditions:

1. The property shall be developed in substantial conformance with the concept plan
prepared by Thomas Clayton, owner dated March 8, 2021.
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SUGGESTED MOTIONS:

The following suggested motions are sample motions that may be used. They include language
found in Section 15.2-2283, Purpose of zoning ordinances of the Code of Virginia of 1950, as

amended.

1)

2)

3)

(APPROVE) I find that such rezoning will not be of substantial detriment to
adjacent property that the character of the surrounding area will not be
changed thereby, and that such rezoning will be in harmony with the
purpose and intent of the County Code and the Comprehensive Plan.
Therefore, I move to recommend to approve the request for the rezoning of
this 87.04-acre parcel from RPD, Residential Planned Unit Development
District to A-1, Agricultural District.

OR

(DENY) I find that such rezoning will be of substantial detriment to adjacent
property that the character of the surrounding area will be changed thereby,
and that such rezoning will not be in harmony with the purpose and intent
of the County Code or Comprehensive Plan, and with the public health,
safety and general welfare to the community. Therefore, I move to
recommend to deny the request for the rezoning of this parcel from RPD,
Residential Planned Unit Development District to A-1, Agricultural District.

OR

(DELAY ACTION) 1 find that the required information for the submitted
petition is incomplete. Therefore, [ move to delay action until all necessary
materials are submitted to the Planning Commission.

REZ0-04-21-16873 ' - May 27,2021
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FRANKLIN COUNTY
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT APPLICATION

{Type or Print)

/
II'We, / /4 (,ﬁr /—/ (//7’ \/7414/, as Owmer(s), Contract Purchasers, or Owner's

Authorized  Agent of the property described below, hereby apply to the Franklin County Board of
Supervisors for a zoning map amendment on the property as described below:

Patitioner’s Name: ’ﬁ’: /I{]/J, S ‘_/ ‘/1 / )//1\/' 14{]/

S B F

Petitioner's Address:

Petitioner's Phone Number:

Petitioner's E-mail:

Property Owner’s Name: "77; S /% ( /Z/% o 76/1/

Property Owner's Address: 7 22 (7 AN;AI/Q;L « A S

Property Owner’s Phone Number: ( 61/{’) 259~/ G;Z &

Property Owner’s E-mail /{Z’, AN oop /é/ A& T1o ZaS 1A a2S . Comnt

Physical Address of the Property X & %) [ fsq 7 A D

Directions to Property from Rocky Mount: __/ 4 2 Ac, L Ef-ons 116 G ,/ £ on
TReman il /Cz/, , iy f// £ s /(,)?116’1 7/‘/5/ R c//f wics o i F

4. Tax Map and Parcel Number: [ [ Jlce QQ()O

5.Magisterial District: ﬁ&O/\f {

6. Property Information:

A. Size of Property: g 7
AcLss
B. Existing Zoning: K p b)

C. Existing Land Use: NoT y=; A

D. Is property located within any of the following overlay zoning districts:
__Corridor District _ Westlake Overlay District ___ Smith Mountain Lake Surface Distriet

E. Is any land submerged under water or part of a lake? @ No I yes, explain.
;i; 5 Adcgs F_M S?LM«&;/ pﬂ/l/D

Updated July 16, 2020



7. Proposed Zoning Map Amendment Information:

A. Proposed Land Use:

B. Size of Proposed Use:

C. Other Details of Proposed Use:

guuh';v/a fAmrc.‘f ﬁ/mﬁ %- Fﬁ,ﬁ’.;w/l/\;/
§7 pedsS

Checklist for completed items:

Application Form

Letter of Application

Concept Plan

Application Fee

**1 certify that this application for a zoning map amendment and the information
submitted herein is correct and accurate. I authorize County staff te access this property
for purposes related to the review and processing of this application.

Updated July 16, 2020

/
Petitioner’s Name (Print): TS ['A éé o ré,t/

7 C4
Signature of Petitioner: %ﬁdr’% % %Hff/
e 7
Date: -Z> / (/:/Q_/

Mailing Address:

Telephone:

Email Address:

Owner’s consent, if petitioner is not property owner:
— 3 7
Owner’s Name (Print): ~_/ /J,c?ﬂ/[/] S / 7Zv Oé‘?v/ 7é1x

Signature of Owner: 7/&' AL ﬂ//% V"%
Date: 1/ t?/ gz '/
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